MWCOG GIS Committee Meeting Summary

777 North Capitol St. NE

Washington DC 20002

Tuesday, July 19th, 2005 1:30 pm

First Floor – Rooms 4&5

Vote on the GIS Committee Bylaws 

       Tom Conry – Fairfax County – COG GIS Committee Chairman

Mr. Conry briefly summarized the Bylaws that were discussed at the June 9th meeting of the GIS Committee. There were no questions from the group. Charlie Richmond of DC Office of Planning motioned that the Bylaws be approved, Larry Stipek seconded the motion, there was a show of hands to approve the Bylaws.

Mission Statement and Goals for the Regional Geospatial Interoperability Project (See attached Mission and Goals document “mwcog-geospatial-interop-Mission.doc” and presentation “mwcog-interop-mission.ppt”)
       Barney Krucoff – District of Columbia - COG GIS Committee Vice Chairman

Mr. Krucoff explained that the reason the CIOs requested a GIS task force was to ensure interoperability of geospatial information as part of the wider data interoperability project in the region. Mr. Krucoff stated that the CIOs are looking at a short time frame, not everything will be achievable in that time frame, but this mission encompasses what we think can be achieved in the short-term. Mr. Krucoff then summarized the draft mission statement for the Regional Geospatial Interoperability Project, the first project of COG’s official GIS Committee. Mr. Krucoff stated that while the initial goal is to provide data for emergency services, these data could be used for other projects in the future. Mr. Krucoff stated that we do not want to reinvent what the Metro CIO’s Interoperability project, and CapStat project are doing, but want to feed into them. Mr. Krucoff stated that in order to make sure that the consumers of the data get what they want, it is important in phase 1 that we reach out to the people in each jurisdiction that use GIS during emergencies. The GIS Committee will participate in a workshop with data consumers to develop a diagram of operations to help everyone understand how to provide and use these data. The Committee will establish ground rules of data sharing and memorandums of understanding. We will begin with an “as is” data distribution. In order to do this, we need review the minimum essential data set. We need a method of discovering what our neighbors have, the more metadata we have the better. 

Michael Bentivegna (MEMA/CGIS) stated that there is ArcIMS client within EMMA.

Tom Conry stated that we want to have a presentation on WebEOC at the next meeting.   

Robert Horne (DC-OCTO) stated that anything short of OpenGIS Web Feature Service will be useless to them.

Charlie Richmond (DC OP) observed that, as we become dependant on the web services; we need to access the level of redundancy and connectivity of web services provided by the jurisdictions and where we need backup capabilities.

Tom Conry stated that we need to determine what can we do short term to get us going; be it ArcIMS services or a DVD. Our ultimate goal is an open standard interoperable environment that we can all tap into. But we need to establish what can be done in the short term and start planning for the longer term. 

Joshua Jack observed that whatever we decide on needs to be fast. At DC EMA, they only have three minutes to turn around a map, the inputs need to support that.

Dan Thomas (DC OCTO) stated that the Enterprise Service Bus provides access to real time data.

Barney Krucoff (continued) stated that the CapStat grant gives us a chance to try out the Enterprise Service Bus with geospatial data. We want to establish a Data Sub Committee that will establish ground rules for data sharing and define the minimum essential data set. We could possibly get data managers from jurisdictions involved in this sub committee. We also want to establish a Technical Sub Committee that will work on and coordinate development of interoperable services. Mr. Krucoff stated that we would be contacting the committee members with more information on the sub committees. Mr. Krucoff concluded that we will vote on the project mission at the next meeting, please send any comments back to Martha Kile mkile@mwcog.org. 

Minimum Essential Data Set (See attached spreadsheet “meds.xls”)

       Patrick Callahan – Prince George’s County

Mr. Callahan stated that the initial data set contains items that emergency responders would like to have, are probably available, and the data keepers might be agreeable to sharing. We are not asking for the datasets right away, but we want to know if the committee members have them. COG staff will collect the datasets and pull them together onto one DVD. There will be no merging of data, just a collection of each jurisdiction’s files. The second spreadsheet (minimum essential) lists other datasets that would be useful to emergency managers, we will be asking for more input from the committee on what to include here. 

Tom Conry observed that we want to understand what we need as the minimum essential. He said that ideally we can ultimately distribute it via web services, and XML. We have been offered help from the Homeland Security people in data modeling, so we can begin to look at our attributes and map them back to a common standard. We are asking the committee members to look at the initial dataset, and answer these questions: Do you have it? When we ask for it, can you provide it? We are also asking the committee members to look at the minimum essential data set and determine how they can help define it.

Dale Fields (JFHQ-NCR) asked if the minimum essential data set list addresses standard symbology.

Tom Conry answered that only data is addressed here, but that is the type of input we need from the customers.

Interoperable Architecture in Distributed Data Sharing Settings (See presentation “OGC Federated Enterprise Architechtures.ppt”)
       Louis Hecht – Open Geospatial Consortium

Mr. Hecht’s presentation dealt will Open Geospatial Consortium (OGC) standards and how the COG GIS Committee can leverage these standards to begin to make geospatial data in the NCR interoperable. 

The Open GIS Consortium (OGC) is an industry standards organization. It is interested in the concept of data harmonization. It is ICT (Information, Communications, Technology) oriented. OGC is a non-profit member-driven organization. OGC members include vendors, integrators, universities, and now government.

FEA (Federal Enterprise Architecture) is driven by business requirements. FEA is putting out two kinds of documents; lines of business documents and cross-cutting documents. FEA is a service component model, which is driven by what types of services need to be delivered where. The GIS committee should become familiar with the lines of business documents (specific for different areas, transportation, public safety, etc). Geospatial elements are being driven by FEA to be accessible and useable. Ultimately, the COG GIS Committee will be able to use repositories.

FGDC is doing work with regard to the geospatial profile of FEA. For more information, go to http://www.fgdc.gov. Standards will make discovering data a challenging opportunity rather than a problem. Areas of geospatial overlap will be obvious with this cross-cutting exercise. We will be able to see connections in a holistic way. This will allow us to make decisions about usability and goodness-of-fit of the data. The FEA Geospatial Profile will be put out on the public website by the end of September. By sometime in October, there will be something for the COG GIS Committee to look at.

Tom Conry asked if DHS is a member of OGC. 

Lou Hecht answered that DHS is not yet a member; OGC has been working with DHS. DHS is acknowledging OGC specifications but it is not driving the process.

Barney Krucoff added that the UASI Grant requirements specifically mention OGC standards.

Lou Hecht (continued) In the next year there will be some standards demonstration work, he encouraged the GIS Committee to find out about it. Mr. Hecht stated that the next big challenge in interoperability will be sharing service space.

Three Basic Fundamental Understandings Concerning Interoperability

1 – Data needs to be discoverable and semantically interoperable (everyone needs to know what “road” refers to). Semantics is the future of Web services.

2 – Services need to be automatically useable – the user needs to understand what it can do for them. Chaining services is desirable. For instance, a data service would be chained to a symbology service enabling analysis. This allows data to be used intelligently.

3 - There needs to be an architecture into which the services fit, to manipulate the data.

These three understandings rely on open consensus standards to make it all work together.

Mr. Hecht stated that OGC has a symbology service that is constantly enhanced, it is part of the OGC architecture. GML (Geography Markup Language) is a world standard. If a server is wrapped in a GML “wrapper”, the services that need it will be able to reach it. OGC has not used an Enterprise Service Bus, they have used software for component mapping solutions.

Mr. Hecht made the following recommendations to the COG GIS Committee: The committee will need to constantly bring architecture into its thinking, which is now data-centric. The committee needs to understand FEA and consider a spiral iterative development strategy rather than a waterfall strategy. The Committee will need to consider using open industry standardization for sharing data. The Committee should protect legacy data and make sure it is useful. The Committee should begin to look at common operating pictures for the COG Region, including on-demand and real-time. The Minimum Essential Data Set is the beginning of a common operating picture.

Standards and Interoperability

      Dave Danko, ESRI, Senior Consultant-GIS Standards (See presentation “ESRIStandards&Interop.ppt”)

Mr. Danko’s presentation dealt with the support of OGC standards within ESRI products.

Mr. Danko stated that we have always had to be interoperable in the GIS community because we use different types of data from different parts of an organization. Interoperability is being able to find what you need, access it seamlessly, and being able to analyze it. Standards should not limit the way in which one operates. Standards are only one part of interoperability, authorization to share and use data is also important as are common infrastructure, copyrights, business model, and metadata.

Information assurance is important – there is no sense sharing data if it’s not very good.

ESRI works with a number of different organizations that develop or coordinate standards. ISO TC211 is an international group that addresses standards in all aspects of geographic information. ISO has completed foundational standards of geographic information. ESRI is using, following, or implementing many ISO standards.

Another standards group, W3C is developing general XML and Service Oriented Architecture (SOA) standards. Using SOA, a service provider documents their service and publishes it with a broker. The client goes to the broker to find the service that they need and then they go directly to the service provider to actually access the data. ESRI’s metadata portal is built on this concept. The metadata can be harvested using Open Archives Initiatives protocol for metadata harvesting on an agreed-upon timeframe. This is different than the FGDC Clearinghouse, which was a network of providers.

How OGC Specifications are implemented in ESRI Products:

OGC Simple Feature Specification (common feature types) – Implemented in ArcSDE and ArcGIS. It is the basic building block of ArcGIS.

Geographical Markup Language (GML) – XML schema for representing geographic features, this will not work well with very complex features. It is also very verbose, so it is slow. ESRI implements the ESRI profile of 2.1.2, this does not work well with other vendors’ profiles. ESRI is moving to 3.1 and eventually 3.2. GML is implemented in ArcGIS – ArcMap, ArcGIS Data Interoperability Extension and in ArcIMS Data Delivery Extension, and ArcIMS WFS. 

Simple Feature GML will be supported by all the vendors. It will be used in the basic WebFeature Service. There may be more complex application schema developed for different types of data, Census GML, NGA GML, etc.  

Barney Krucoff asked if we should go with a specific standard to avoid changing later. 

Mr. Danko replied that Simple Feature GML is the up and coming standard, it is supported by all vendors but it will not be available until November.

Charlie Richmond asked when Simple Feature GML will be supported in ESRI Products.

Mr. Danko replied that it will be available in ArcGIS 9.2 which is due out in the fall. 

Mr. Danko continued that there is no backward compatibility between GML 2 and 3. If you use GML 2, you may not be able to use data from an Intergraph system. 

Tom Conry asked how the Data Interoperability Extension is available to us. 

Parker Spence (ESRI) replied that it is at the standard $2500 ESRI Extension price.

Dave Danko (How OGC Specifications are implemented in ESRI Products continued)

OGC Web Map Service (WMS) – Serves out a picture, it is a mature OGC service specification. Style Layer Descriptor (SLD) allows for symbolization. WMS Server is implemented in ArcIMS and Portal Toolkit. WMS Client is implemented in ArcGIS and Portal Toolkit. 

OGC Web Feature Service (WFS) – Streaming GML (v. 2.1.2), verbose data delivery. In the future there may be ways of zipping these data. WFS Server implemented in ArcIMS and Portal Toolkit. WFS Client is implemented in ArcGIS Data Interoperability Extension, ArcGIS Server 9.2 and ArcMap 9.2. 

OGC Web Coverage Service (WCS) – Defines an HTTP protocol for publishing and query of web based image services. It is still new. WCS Server is implemented in ArcEngine, ArcGIS Server (pending). WCS Client is implemented in Portal Toolkit, and ArcGIS (pending). 

OGC Web Map Context (WMC) – Allows for access of several services, you can save the url, it’s like a project file. Client is implemented in the Portal Toolkit and ArcGIS (pending). 

OGC Web Catalogue Service (CAT) - Defines several web interfaces for data discovery, it is still under development. It is implemented in ArcIMS and Portal Toolkit. 

Barney Krucoff asked how we can use the Portal Toolkit, and asked if there is a separate charge for it.

Parker Spence replied that it is aimed at regional cooperation. ESRI still working out its finer points, it requires some ESRI assistance.

Michael Bentivegna stated that CGIS used the Portal Toolkit, he stated that the search option is much more robust than in ArcGIS. CGIS is working closely with ESRI.

Dave Danko (Continued)

Go to www.opengeospatial.org to see ESRI’s OGC registered products. Interoperability is required throughout life cycle of a project. 

Regional Data Interoperability Project Update and Next Steps (See presentation “COG-DEHProjectApproach Final.ppt”)

      Tom Conry – Fairfax County – COG GIS Committee Chairman

Mr. Conry summarized regional interoperability projects. The Data Exchange Hub (DEH) is a project that CIOs are working on to establish architecture to enable us to share data. They need to spend some money by October and then come back for a longer-term implementation. CapStat is a demonstration project in four localities using an Enterprise Service Bus, this is a shorter them project. The politics between the DEH and CapStat are complicated. There are also some IT issues between the jurisdictions. Mr. Conry concluded that the GIS Committee has a data focus, our path is clear, we should keep moving on that path. 

Mr. Conry set the next meeting for Thursday August 25, 2005 at 10:00 am

Mr. Conry continued that WebEOC is independent of DEH and CapStat. The architecture that we are talking about will enable WebEOC. We will try to find out more about WebEOC at the next meeting. Mr. Conry asked if there were other topics that the group wished to discuss at the coming meetings.

Ken Holbert (City of Herndon) suggested looking at metadata. He suggested that our primary goal should be to set up a metadata server. Mr. Holbert suggested a metadata presentation to allow us to define a “minimum minimum” metadata schema. 

Michael Bentivegna stated that we should have critical data local and also in another location that we can access. He suggested that there may be an opportunity for the GIS Committee to work with MEGIN until the GIS Committee has its own system in place. 

Meeting Adjourned – Next Meeting Thursday August 25, 2005 at 10:00 am

